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CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY 
Minutes of the Fine Arts Faculty Council 


Friday, December 1, 1978 


Chairman: Professor A. Pinsky; Associate Dean E.F. Cooke; 

Ms. Carol Foster; Assoc. Prof. S. Friedland; Assoc. Prof. E. James; 
Lecturer H. Krol; Ms. Karin McDougall; Mr. David Moore; 

Mr. Al Pringle; Asst. Prof. Wm. Reznicek; Assoc. Prof. E.J. Sacca; 
Mrs. Loren Singer; Assoc. Prof. K. Sloan; Assoc. Prof. J.I. Smith; 
Asst. Prof. P. Svatek; Prof. J. Victoria; Assoc. Prof. B. Wainwright; 
Assoc. Prof. G. Walters; Asst. Prof. T. Wauah. 

Guests: Assoc. Prof. C. Gabriel-Lacki; Asst. Prof. P. Kohler. 


Approval of the minutes of the meetina of November 3, 1978 


The Chairman announced that the minutes of the meeting of November 3rd 
were not available for approval. 


Chairman's Remarks 


The Chairman announced that Fall Graduation was scheduled on December 

3rd and he asked that as many faculty as possible attend. 

With regard to the new building he announced that the work was now one 
month behind schedule which meant a probable completion date toward 

the end of April 1979. He noted also that the buildina was still without 
a name and that the Planning Committee would be asked to take action 

in this matter. 


Curriculum Report 


Acting Asst. Dean Locke noted that there was only one item on the 
curriculum agenda for this meeting and that was the change in the 
Diploma in Art Education to that of a "Specialization in Art Education". 


(Locke, Kelly), "that Council approve the change to the entrance 


requirements for the Diploma in Art Education from "Major in Art Education" 
to "Specialization in Art Education”. 


Vote: CARRIED 


Faculty Organization 


The document entitled, "Minutes of the Meeting of November 24, 1978: 


Departmental Status Committee Proposal" was put forward to Council 
for debate. 


The Chairman explained that because of the absence of three members 

of the committee of Deans, Directors and Asst. Directors, there may be 
some question surrounding the voting of the Committee with respect to 
the present proposal before Council. However, he asked Council to 
read and discuss the proposal before them. 


Acting Asst. Dean Locke noted that the cost of moving toward 

departmental status had not been clarified by these minutes and its 
proposal. He asked whether there would be any costs involved, and if so, 
where would the money come from? Would new monies be provided or would 
the Faculty have to bear the cost from monies already within the faculty? 


The Chairman answered that he could not give a clear-cut answer to that 
question, however, he felt that some of the costs would be born by the 
University. 


Acting Asst. Dean Locke asked what the wording "no special warrants" 
meant under point IV.1. of the proposal. 


Assoc. Prof. Walters explained that because a two-phase procedure had 
been recommended, the fact that should a Department of Music and a 
Department of Theatre Arts come into being, these sections would not 
have any special privileges just because they are departments. 


Acting Asst. Dean Locke noted they would indeed have the privileges of 
departments. 


Assoc. Prof. Walters explained that as far as he was aware there was 
some formula which gave course remissions for departmental chairmen. 


Acting Asst. Dean Locke noted then that Asst. Directors would not receive 
the same privileges as Department chairpeople would. 


Assoc. Prof. Walters explained that in his opinion in terms of University 
functions, the Fine Arts Faculty was now operating under the system of 
Chairman. For instance, our Asst. Directors are now considered as 
Chairmen. 


Dean Pinsky explained that our Asst. Directors do not receive a course 
remission, however, they do receive a stupend. 


Assoc. Prof. Ellen James wanted to hear any comments against the 
proposal that Council members might have. 


Assoc. Prof. C. Lacki noted that he would vote against the present 
recommendation because it was not based on a thorough discussion 

of the cost factors, what new positions would be created, what new 
committees would have to be formed and who would sit on them and 

there is no stated position as to the real benefits or consequences 

of moving to departmental status. He noted that the present structure 
was functioning and could be improved. 


Assoc. Prof. Sherman Friedland explained that the Music Section was 
unanimously in favour of the proposal that the Music Section move to 
departmental status. 


Part-time representative David Moore asked whether part-time faculty 
would be affected by the move to departmental status and whether this 
had been discussed by the committee. 


Assoc. Prof. Walters noted that it has not been discussed. 


He went on to explain that the present proposal did not resolve the 
problem of graduate vs. undergraduate programs under a departmental 
system in particular in the Division of Visual Arts. He further 
explained that this proposal was a two-tier structure rather than a 
three-tier structure such as existed now. With respect to costs he noted 
that the University had born the costs of the merging of the Arts & 
Science faculties and he saw no problems in this respect. 


Professor Leah Sherman explained that under the original mandate for 
the Faculty of Fine Arts, the Divisional structure was set up with 

the condition that this system be reviewed within three years. It was 
her understanding that this divisional structure was meant to be a 
temporary one until some other structure was set up. 


Assoc. Prof. Lacki still felt that this did not necessarily mean that 
we would now have to change the structure. He noted that the Committee 
had not explained point by point what was wrong with the present system. 


Assoc. Prof. Walters noted that the Committee had not discussed this. 


Professor Cooke stated whereas neither good nor bad points had been 
discussed, two points had been brought out: 1) the possible problems 


within the graduate programmes as they would relate to a departmental 
structure; and 2) the general size of the studio area in Visual Arts 
and how they would function in a departmental structure. He noted 
however that both these points could be taken care of under the present 
system. 

With respect to costs, it is true that academic costs would be born by 
the University, however, we have not been able to cost anything. The 
present proposal does not relate to costs because this would largely 
depend on how the studio area would want to divide. If instead of five 
departments it was decided to divide into eleven, then the costs would 
become prohibitive with respect to secretatial staffing, space, etc. 
Because of these unknowns, costs could not be discussed at this point. 


Assoc. Prof. Friedland wanted to know what it meant to be a Department 
and, in the case of Music, how would a Department function and relate 
within the Faculty of Fine Arts. 


Dean Pinsky explained that a department was a grouping of the members of 
a single discipline who would organize themselves with a chairman as 

head with the responsibility for conducting the academic and non-academic 
activity of that group to serve the best interests of the students. 

That Chairperson would do substantially what our Asst. Directors are now 
doing, that is, managing curriculum changes and managing the budaet for 
their section, etc. He noted that a Chairperson is ultimately responsible 
for what happens in their Department and in their Faculty. This did not 
mean that all departments had to be the same. They would have the right 
to vary the way they do their business, according to their size, etc. 
There are small departments and there are big ones, and they somehow 
manage to fulfill their roles. They work well or badly depending on the 
people within them. 


Professor Sherman felt that at the moment there were different groupings 
of faculty members within this Faculty who have more or less evolved in 
different ways and that these groupings would probably change with 
departmental status. It was obvious that both Music and Theatre Arts 
were NOW ready and now operating like departments, however, she wondered 
what would happen if either music or Theatre Arts introduced a graduate 
programme. The area of common concern would then be divided and this 
would create an entirely different situation. 

She noted also that areas within the Faculty were at different levels of 
evolution. In addition she felt that in certain areas there was an 
extra layer of administration, particularly in the graduate area where 
there was a duplication of effort. She wanted to know how this problem 
would be resolved. 


Asst. Prof. Reznicek felt that under the present system Theatre Arts 

was at a disadvantage because its dealinas had to be filtered through 
another administrative level known as the Division. As Departments 

of Music or Theatre Arts, they could deal directly with other areas of the 
University such as admissions, registration etc. which it cannot do now. 
With respect to the implications around a graduate programme, he 

explained that a good deal of the last meeting had revolved around 


this question. Part of this proposal is how we are going to 
handle graduate programmes. He felt that graduate students would 
probably benefit more if a Graduate Committee within a Department 
was directly responsible for their own graduate programmes. 


In terms of the present structure, Acting Asst. Dean Locke explained 
how some of the systems would remain the same under a departmental 
structure. In terms of the part-time faculty, they would relate 
directly to their section or department; with respect to accessability 
to the Dean, this would remain as it is. There is no problem for an 
Asst. Director in dealing directly with the Dean on a particular matter. 
The relationship to admissions, liaison and registrar would remain 
essentially the way it is now. None of these things is a problem under 
the present structure. 

However, he wanted Council to know, from his experience as a member of 
Senate, how other departments in other faculties related to one another. 
He was astonished and dismayed at the amount of hatred and animosity 

he sensed between departments and programmes. He felt that if we were 
to change our structure we should build in elements that would help to 
prevent such antagonisms from taking place. We would have to have a 
structure which would help to promote interface within the Faculty. 

He explained another consequence of departmental status would mean the 
formation of more committees. Each department would have its own 
committees involving the writing of minutes, reports, correspondence, 
etc. He felt that we should try to minimize the paperwork in any new 
structure. He felt that should Council approve this proposal today, then 
the course of the Faculty would be decided without benefit of other 
alternatives which might still be open to us. He mentioned the idea of 
going toward programmes, with Heads of programmes which would allow the 
Faculty to deviate from the present regulations regarding departments. 
He felt that more specific recommendations were needed than the ones 
presented in this proposal. 


Professor Sherman noted that whatever happens the Faculty must do some 
restructuring in the Division specifically around the division of 
responsibilities, making it clearer what the role of an Assistant Director 
was. She hoped that Council would set up a Committee to look at the 
present structure and define roles and responsibilities. 


Asst. Professor Svatek had several important questions relating directly 
to the proposal before Council. What was the nature of committment in 
this recommendation as far as the creation of a Department of Visual Arts 
was concerned? Had there been any agreement between the different 
sections of Visual Arts as to how they would relate to one another? He 
asked that if this recommendation was passed today would we remain free 
to modify departments just as we are free now to retain the present 
structure? 


The Chairman explained that we were free to modify any structure. 

If we found it was not a good system we could modify it or retain it. 
If the present recommendation is passed today, then the Music and 
Theatre Arts would become departments effective as of June 1, 1979 and 
with respect to Visual Arts the establishment of departments would be 
delayed by one year. 


Asst. Prof. Svatek noted that there is a less clear definition as to 
what would happen in Visual Arts. Is there a committment that departments 


would have to be formed within the Division of Visual Arts. 


The Chairman replied yes. 


Asst. Prof. Russell Gordon asked why this committee had only presented 
one proposal. Were there not any other alternatives?. 


Asst. Prof. Svatek noted that it was clear what would happen in Performing 
Arts, with the formation of a Department of Music and a Department of 
Theatre Arts, but that it was not clear what would happen in Visual Arts. 


Assoc. Prof. Walters felt that this proposal should be dealt with as 

a single motion. Point III explained how the structure would affect 
-Visual Arts and the creation of departments. Cinema, Music and Theatre 
have all categorically stated that they are ready, but Art History and 

Art Education have been unable to decide. My understanding is that we 

have at least five groups in favour of departmental status. 

He further added that the question of departments can be looked upon in two 


different ways. It is a question of power. The people who are Asst. 
Directors in our system do not have the full authority that goes with 
the responsibilities they are called upon ~- perform. It is not 


not necessarily the breaking up of the Divisional structure but rather 

an issue of autonomy. The Faculty is growing and certain disciplines are 
being called upon to take control of themselves. All this necessitates 
the formation of committees and the writing of legal documents but all of 
this does not mean the creation of less efficiency. 


Assoc. Prof. Friedland explained that the Music Section has run more 
smoothly acting as a Department and that there have been less long 
committee meetings rather than more. When it was a question of the 
formation of a committee, for instance, for re-appointments, he had a pool 
of eight faculty members from which to choose three or four members. 


Assoc. Prof. Kelly reiterated that under Point III Visual Arts and 
Graduate Studies are committed to the formation of departments and that 
this proposal does not leave any room for an alternative. She also 

felt that CUFA regulations should be followed with respect to the imposed 
time limits for search committees . 


The Chairman explained that Council could decide not to vote on this 
proposal today. It can decide to split the recommendation and include 
any amendments to wordings in order to satisfy anyone. 


*Motion: 
3.4.1 


*Motion: 
3.4.2 


Asst. Prof. Reznicek noted that he was in favour of splitting up 
the points of the proposal if it was useful to do so and he didnt 
see any reason why Music and Theatre Arts could not proceed as they 
wished while letting Visual Arts do what they wanted to, when they 
saw fit to do so. He felt these were all possibilities under the 
present recommendations and proposal. 


Assoc. Prof. Ellen James mentioned, however, that she felt Art History 
was split on its wish for departmental status at this time. 


Assoc. Dean Cooke explained that from the discussion so far there was 
a great deal of uncertainty about passing such a recommendation today. 
He felt that Council should not be rushed into makina any decisions by 
the mandatory June 1st deadlines for the selection of chairpersons. 

He felt that Council should allow itself enough time to do the job 
properly. 


Professor Victoria noted that he would abstain from a motion for the 
present proposal. He felt that there were still too many questions 
about the nature of what constituted a department and division as it 
was now. He felt that one of the major problems at the moment was 
the definition of roles and that the task of any committee should be 
to outline in more specific detail what a new structure would be. 


The Chairman noted that there was no motion on the floor. 


(Reznicek, Walters) "that Council move the acceptance of the 
document entitled 'Minutes of the Meeting of November 24, 1978, 
Departmental Status Committee Proposal’. 


Acting Asst. Dean Locke noted that there seemed to be considerable 
disagreement and uncertainty about this recommendation and he felt that 
Council was not ready to make a decision. He therefore moved 


(Locke, Cooke), “that Council table this Proposal". 


The motion was called and DEFEATED 4 in favour 
7 Against 


The Chairman therefore explained then that the original proposal was 
back on the floor. 


Assoc. Prof. Friedland felt that Music and Theatre Arts should not be 
held back at this time. Perhaps for Visual Arts the time is not right, 
but he felt this proposal should be able to accommodate any changes 
Visual Arts would like to make and that this did not necessarily include 
a committment to the formation of departments in Visus] Arts. 


Assoc. Prof. Walters explained that this proposal and the motion to 
accept it could be interpreted that Music and Theatre would beconie 
departments effective June 1, 1979, and that a separate consideration 
would be given to Visual Arts. Point III meant that the present 
committee would continue to deal with the issues as discussed today. 


Assoc. Prof. Kelly noted that she would vote against the proposal 
because of Point III. She felt that a recommendation for Visual Arts 
should include the possibility of other alternatives rather than a 
committment to the formation of departments. 


Assoc. Dean Cooke felt that the proposal was ill-conceived and i11-phrased. 
He felt it was too vague and that it needed to be more specific with 
respect to the Graduate Division, and more specific as to how the Visual 
Arts would sub-divide. 


Assoc. Prof. E.J. Sacca called the question. 


Vote: The Motion was DEFEATED 
In Favour - 4 
Against - 9 


Abstentions - 1 


Assoc. Dean Cooke then recommended that a new committee be established 
to carry on the investigation as to which course the Faculty should take 
with respect to a new structure. He felt that this Committee should 

be appointed by Steering Committee and then report back to Council. 


Professor Victoria explained that there was no mandate nor deadline 
established to accomplish this and asked whether it was necessary to 
dissolve the present committee before making a new proposal? 


Asst. Prof. Reznicek felt that Prof. Cooke's evaluation of the committee's 
proposal was not a valid one. He felt that the present committee should 
continue to deliberate since, in fact, there were no members of 
Performing Arts on the Steering Committee. 


*Motion: (Kelly, Cooke), “That Council dissolve the existing Committee and that 

3.4.3 a representative Task Force be appointed by the Dean to study the 
problems of administrative procedures and to present a proposal to 
accomplish the formation of a different structure by March, 1979." 


Assoc. Prof. Kelly explained that Council should know that at the last 
meeting of the Committee there were three people absent. She therefore 
questioned the validity of the original committee's proposal. 
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3.6 


Several other members of the Council expressed their concern that 
there had been only one proposal put forward and that no alternatives 
had been presented. They expressed the hope that a more detailed 
study of the problems would be made by this new committee. 


The question was called and CARRIED In Favour 9 
Opposed 4 


Part-time Representation on Faculty Council 


The part-time representatives put forward to Council a proposal 
requesting that the part-time faculty be placed on Faculty Council on 
a numerical basis rather than a Divisional basis since at present the 
system was inequitable with one vote for Visual Arts with sixty-three 
members and one vote for Performing Arts which had a total of seventeen 
members. 


The Chairman explained that Council membership in no other area 
was representation by population and that it would not be proper for 
part-time to have representation on that basis. 


Mrs Rosemary Miller explained that part-time faculty did have two 
votes on Council but because Performing Arts had not come up with a 
member that they were, in fact, under-represented. 


The Chairman noted that Performing Arts was now actively looking 
for a representative from their area to sit on Council and that their 
concern for two votes would soon be taken care of. 


Asst. Prof. Reznicek noted with respect to the constitution and 
membership of Faculty Council that Steering Committee be asked to look 


into the question of the present vacant position on Council, that of 
the position of Director of Performing Arts. 


Adjournment 


The meeting adjourned at 1:15 p.m. 


